STATE OF VERMONT
HUVAN SERVI CES BOARD

Inre Fair Hearing No. 16,017
) g
)
Appeal of )
)
| NTRODUCTI ON

The petitioner appeals the decision by the Departnent
of Social Wl fare refusing to provide Reach Up funding for

the fee to take her GED exam The facts are not in dispute.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. The petitioner applied for ANFC on April 2, 1999,
based on her and her husband's unenpl oynent. The Depart nment
found her eligible on April 9, 1999. Al though she was not a
mandatory regi strant for Reach Up she advi sed the Depart nment
on that day that she would |ike to participate in Reach Up
vol untarily.

2. At that time the petitioner was near conpleting
her studies toward a CGED

3. The Departnent's office in the petitioner's
district holds Reach Up orientation neetings on a nonthly
basis. These neetings are the first contact a Reach Up
partici pant has with the program At the tine of the
petitioner's eligibility for ANFC the next Reach Up
orientation neeting was scheduled for April 27, 1999.

4. For some reason, the Departnent m splaced the
petitioner's application for Reach Up, and she was not

notified of the April 27 orientation neeting. The
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Depart ment does not dispute that if the petitioner's
application for Reach Up had been processed tinely the
petitioner would have been able to attend the April 27
nmeet i ng.

5. On May 4, 1999, the Departnent closed the
petitioner's ANFC because her husband had returned to work.

The ANFC cl osure becane effective May 15, 1999. Because of
her term nation from ANFC t he Departnent never processed the
petitioner's application for Reach Up.

6. In June, the petitioner took the GED test and
passed. She paid the $50 fee out of her own pocket.

7. The petitioner maintains that Reach Up shoul d pay
the $50 fee because she shoul d have been signed up for Reach
Up as of the date of the orientation neeting, which was held
bef ore her ANFC was term nat ed.

8. The Departnent represents, and the petitioner does
not di spute, that at Reach Up orientation neetings new
partici pants are assigned a case nanager and scheduled for a
nmeeting with their casemanager to conduct an assessnent of
their goals and to construct a "fam |y devel opnment pl an”
(FDP) outlining Reach Up goals and services.

9. Vol unteer Reach Up participants are the | owest
priority for the Departnent in terns of scheduling tinme for
case nmanagers. However, the Departnent admts that there
probably woul d have been a case manager avail able to neet

with the petitioner, but certainly no sooner than two weeks
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following the orientation neeting.

10. Following the initial neeting with a participant's
case manager it usually takes nore tinme to conplete an FDP
and actually begin any Reach Up services set forth in the
pl an.

11. Based on the Department's uncontroverted
representations it is found that even if the petitioner had
attended the orientation neeting on April 27, 1999, there
was no chance that Reach Up woul d have conpl eted an FDP for
the petitioner and approved paynent of her GED exam fee

before she was term nated from ANFC on May 4, 1999.

ORDER

The Departnent's decision is affirned.

REASONS
Under the Reach Up regul ations an "orientation”

"assessnent”, and conpletion of a "Fam |y Devel opnent Pl an”
are all required before Reach Up services can begin. WAM 3>

2345.2 and 2345.3. The regqul ations al so provide:

Reach Up funding is available for the
conpletlon of program activities by an individual who
is no longer eligible for ANFC benefits as |long as he
or she has been a Reach Up participant with an approved
FDP _and the funds for the programactivity were
obl i gated or expended before the participant |ost his
or _her ANFC eliqgibility.

WAM > 2346 (enphasis added).
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In this case, even if it could be specul ated that Reach
Up woul d have provi ded paynent of her GED fee as part of her
FDP, it is clear that the petitioner could not possibly have
had an FDP in place before she was term nated from ANFC.
Therefore, there is no basis to conclude that she is now
entitled to have the Departnent reinburse her for that fee.
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